DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 142 447 SE 022 916

AUTHOR Small, Ava; Herbert, Martin

TITLE Evaluation Report 3-C-1. Teacher Questionnaire Data,
Year 3. _

INSTITUTION Central Midwestern Regional Educational Lab., Inc.,

St. Louis, Mo.

SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (DHEW¥;, Washington, D.C.

PUB DATE Sep 76

NOTE 62p.; Extended Pilot Trial of the Comprekensive
Schocl Mathematics Program; For related documents,
see SE 022 895, 908-915 and ED 101 993-ED 102 007;
Contains occasional light and broken type

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC~$3.50 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Curriculum; Elementary Grades; *Elementary School
Mathematics; Instruction; Instructional Materials;
Mathematics; Mathematics Education; *Progranm
Evaluation; *Surveys; *Teacher Attitudes

IDENTIFIERS *Conprehensive School Mathematics Program

ABSTRACT

The Comprehensive School Mathematics Program (CSMP)
is a program of CEMREL, Inc., one of the national -educational
laboratories, and is funded by the National Institute of Education.

ts major purpose is the development of curriculum materials in
mathematics for grades K-6. Beginning in September, 1973, CSHP began
an extended pilot trial of its Elementary Program. In May, 1976, a
questionnaire was sent to all second and third grade teachers (over
100) of CSMP. This report summarizes responses received from 46% of
the sample. Included in the report is a description of the
questionnaire, description of 1975-76 students, implementation of the
program, perceptions of student achievement and attitudes, experience
with CSMP and evaluation of the program, and a summary. Included in
the appendices are responses to a number of open-ended questions on
the questionnaire. (RH)

~

s e o e o ok e ok o o ok ok ok ok o o o e ook sk oo ke e ek e ek e ok ok ok i ek o o ok ol e sk e o ok o sl o e s o o e e oo ok ot ko e ok ok ok ok Kk

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
materials not available from othar sources. ERIC makes every effort
to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality
of the microfiche and harilcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions

*
suppliei by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. *
e e s o o ok ok s o s ok ok ook o ok ok o ok ok sk i o ok o o ke ok e e e o o ook ok o e ek stk ok ok o ook i ke ko R kR Xk

H# 3 I #

# 3 3 3 3 3 # 3
#* 3



US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION 8 WELFARE
NATICNAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUAMENT 1aS BEEN ~EPRO-
DUCED ExaslLy as RECEWWED ¢ ROM
THE PERSON QR QRGANIJATION CRIGIN.
L ATING iT POINTS OF L 1E A OR OP1N'ONS
STATED VO NOT NECESIARILY REPRE.
SENTOFECIAL NAT.ONAL 1NSTITUTE OF
i EDUCATION POSITION OR BOUICY

Aruntoxt provided by Eric

Teacher

CPERAMISGION 1O REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Martin Herbert
CEMRELA~ Inc.

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTEH (ERIC) AND
THE ERIC SYSTEM CONTRACTORS.”




Extended Pilot Trial of the
Comprehensive School Mathematics Program

Evaluation Report 3-C-1

Teacher Questionnaire Data

Year 3

Ava Small

Martin Herbert

September, 1976

‘

Q. d




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e

Developed by Cititai, Ine., a pPrivate nonprofit corporat ion
supported in oparioasoan cducational Laboratory by funds from
the National [ustituge. o Fducat ion, Repartment of Henl Li,
Elecation, and Wol Favie, Tho opluions crpressed in this
publication Jdo not necessarily reflocet the position or policy
of the National iy itnte of Edoneay ton, aud no official
cndorsencat should pe Inierred, -

Coprright on Chese miat e inls is claimed only during the period
ol develupuent, toeat, .'z.'..l'L:\ru'llmLi.o;'x, unless additienal
authorization is sranted byothe Navionad Institute of Education,
to claim copyrishit on the Tinel naterials,  For information on
the status of . coprri bl clain, contact cither the copyright
Proprictor or the Sogion.? Imstitute of Education,

=

ii



Description of Fvaluation Report Svries

The Comprehensive School Mathematics Program (Cs+ivy is a program of CEMREL,
Inc., one of the national cducationel laboratories, aond is funded by the National
Institute.cf Education. Its major purpose is the developuent of currirulum
materials for grades K-6.

Beginning in September, 1973, CSMP began an extended pilot trial of its
Elementary Program. The pilot trial is loagitudinal in nature; students who
began using CSMP materials in kindergarten or first grade in 1973-74, were able .
to use them in first and ~econd grades respectively in 1974-75, and in second
ard third grades in 1975-76. Hence the adjective "cxtended.

The evaluation of the program in this extended pilot trial is intended to be
rcasonably comprehensive and to supply iformation desired by a wide varicety of
audiences. For that reason the reports in this series arve reasonably non-technical
and do not attempt to widely explore some of the related research issues. The list
of reports from the first two years of the extended pilot trial is given on the
next page. The most comprchensive of these are the following:

1 1: dverview, Design and Tnstrumentation
1-£-3: Final Summary Report, Ycar 1
2 1: Final Summary Report, Year 2
1: Summary of Sccond and Third Grade Test Data  Year 3

ERIC
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Evaluation Report 3-38-1 Second and Third Grade Test Data Year 3
Evaluation Report 3-C-1 Teacher Questionnaire Data Year 3
Key to Indexing
1-C-2 - Observations of CSMP First Grade Classes
N /E——-— "2" refers simply to the number within a given year and tvpe of data

C" refers to the type of data being reported
A: Overview, summary and theoretical reports
B: Student outcomes

C: Non-test data

"1" refers to the year of the Pilot Study according to the following:

Kindergarten | First Grade | Second Grade | Third Grade .

7%

Year 2 (1974-75)

“ear 3 (1975-76) 7///%////]//
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Introduction

In the fall of 1973, the Compreheansive School Mathematics Prograw (CSMP)
began a longitudinal pilot study of its Elementary School Program. Over 100
teachers began using the prcgram, either in first grade or kindergarten.
During the 1974-75 school year, the second year of this pilot study, most of
these classes continued into second grade and first grade respectively and
many new classes began using CSMP materials. The 1975-76 school year con-
stituted the third year cf this pilot study, with most of these classes advan-

cing to the next grade level and again, many new classes beginning CSMP at
lower grade levels.

In May, 1976, a questionnaire was sent ro all second and third grade
teachers (over 100 in all) of CSMP. This report summarizes the responses to
this questionnaire. Several of the questions were rather open-ended and
called for unstructured responses. The complete set of responses to scveral
of these questions are given in Appendices II, III, and IV.
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Description of the Questionnaire

The items in the questionnaire dealt with tour main issues:
a) Description of the class:
- Grade level
- Stvients who transferred
b) Implementation of the program:
- Time devoted to math instruction
Emphasis on program topics
- Supplementary materials
¢’ Perception of students' achievement and attitudes according to various
student characteristics: ‘
- Means of evaluating students' progress
d) Experience with CSMP and evaluation of the program:
- Presence or absence of peer group of teachers
- Suggestions for revisions
-~ Comparison with traditional programs on various dimensions
- Evaluation of spiral approach ‘
~ Preferred styles of classroom management
- Perception of valuable teacher characteristics in teaching CSMP
- Overall ecvaluation of the program

The questionnaire consisted of six pages. A copy of the questionnaire is
given in Appendix 1.

Of 114 questionnaires distributed to local and outer ring sites, 52 were
returned. This is a 46% rate of return. When examined on a separate grade
level basis, one finds a 477 rate of return for second grade teachers (32 out
of 68) and a 39% rate of return for third grade teachers (18 out of 46). These
return rates can be compared with a 53% return rate to a 1975 CSMP questiounaire
and & 58% end-oi~-the-year return rate in 1974.

A low.rate of return tends to reduce the impact of the results, as it is
difficult to determine whether any significant differences exist between the
teachers who did and <id not return the questionnaire. An informal study was
done to examine this issue. Based on impressions of teachers' attitudes made
during the year by observing classes and interviewing teachers, it was determined
that no significant relationship could be found between how positive (or megative)
a teacher's attitude was toward CSMP and her tendency to return the questionnaire
(i.e. the return rate was about the same for teachers who were judged to be
positive and those judged negative towards the program). Thus, it could not be
shown that those who dislike the program are less likely to return the questionnaire

and, conversely, that those who like the program are more likely to retumrn the
questionnaire.

Description of the 1975-76 Class

Sixty-two percent of the teachers responding to this questionnaire taught
second grade while 35% taught third grade. The remaining 3% (2 teachers) taught

a mixed-grade level class. For each question the responses are described separately
for each grade level.
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Question: Approximately how mauy students who were in your class in September are
no longer in it now? How mary of these students, if any, were placed in a Non-~CSMP
class in your school? Wh?

Of ‘the 161 student: reported to have lett CSMP classes since September, 16 were
placed in a Non-C3MP c¢’ass within the same school. Ten of the 1€ were from second
grade classes while h wire from third grade. The two sccond grade teacher. stated
that students trans.erred because they "could not keep up.' Reasons for transfers
given by third gruds teachers were: placement in EMR ¢lass (one response) and over-—
crowding in clans (two responses).

uestion: Approximately how meny students who are in your class now were not in
it on Octobar 1?7 How successful were these students in catching up with the rest
of the class and why?

Second grade teachers reported a total of 80 new students. Out of 28 teachers
responding to this question, 16 (57%) reported that their new students had been
successful in catching up with the rest of the class. When asked to explain the
reasons for their success, 3 teachers indicated students received extra help from
the teacher, 2 teachers attributed their students' success to their being "quick,"
and one volunteered that her class as a whole was slow. Two teachers indicated
that students had come from programs utilizing CSMP. Seven teachers did not state
reasons for the success of the new children in adapting to CSMP.

Two second grade teachers (7%) felt that new students were not sucr~ssful in
catching up with the rest of the class while 10 teachers (35%) replied it some
students were successful while others were not. Reasons given for unsuccess ful
adaptation were: ’

a) student came late in year (4 responses)

b) student was slow (3 responses)

c) student had emotional problems (1 respohsc)

d) students fought the use of the Minicomputer (1 response)
e) student could not speak English (1 response)

£) la.k of student interest (1 response)

Third grade teachers reported a total of 36 new students while split classes
added 9 new students. Out of 12 teachers responding to thi-~ question, 7 (58%) re-
ported that their new students were successful in catching up with the rest of the
class. When asked to explain the reasons for their success, 4 teachers indicated
that students received extra help from the teacher while one volunteered that other

students helped explain the material. One teacher felt her student's success was
due to his high ability.

One third grade teacher felt that new students were nct successful in catching
up with the rest of the class while 4 teachers replied that some students were
successful while others were not. Reasons given for unsuccessful adaptation were:
a) student came in late (2 responses)

b) student was slow (l response)
c) student was not interested (! response)

I 6



Implementation of the Program

Question: a) During this last year:
How many times per day did vou usually teach math?
What was the total number of minutes on the average?
b) The last time you taught Non-CSMP math at this grade level:
How many times per day did you usually teach math?
What was the total number of minutes on the average?

Second Grade Responses :

Table 1
Number of Times Daily
Spent Teaching Math CSMP Previous Math Curriculum
Once daily | 23(80%) . 26(96%)*
Twice daily 6(20%) 1(04%)
*The rercentages in the two columns are based on diffevesir rotals.
Table 2
Time Spent Teaching Math CSMP Previous Math Curriculum
25 min/daily 0 1(04%) 3
}
30-45 min/daily 20(64%) 19(73%) ’
46-60 min/daily 10(31%) 6(23%)
61-75 min/daily 2(05%) 0
90 min/daily 0 0
Third Grade Responses:
Table 3
Number of Times Daily
Spent Teaching Math Ccsup Previous Math Curriculum
Cnce daily 13(81%) 15(88%)
Twice daily 2(13%) 1(06%)
Mixed 1(06%) 1(06%)




Number of Times Daily \
Sperit Teaching Math CsMP . Previous Math Curriculum
' 25 min/daily 0 L0
30-45 min/daiiy 7(41%) } 8(47%)
46-60 min/daily 8(47%) " o 8(47%)
61-75 min/daily 1 (06% E 0
90 min/daily 1(06%) i 14067)
: {

Question: Compared to the recommendation in the CSMP guide, how much emphasis
did you put on each of the following topics?

table 5
- !
2nd Grade L 3rd Grade
, More Same Legs l More Same L¢$§_“._

Numerical Algorithms 31(74%) 10(24%) 1(02%)] 1 4(50% 4(50%) 0
Numerical Relations 20(69%) 9(31%) 0] 7(41%) 110(59%) 1 0
Language of Strings 8(297%) 17(61%) 3(10%)(|0C 17(89%) 1 2(11%)
Language of Arrows 12(417)| 17(59%)] O 1(5.5%)] 17(89%) | 1(5.5%)
Geometry & Measurement 0 1206171 17(59%)112(12%) 9(53%) 1 6(35%)
Probability 1(03% 11(35%)l 19(617) 1(062) 9(50%) | 8(442)
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Question: Which one of the following three best characterizes your math curriculum?
1) CSMP program during essentially 100% of the math time.

2) Basically the CSMP program during approximately - %Z of the math

’ . time but supplemented with drill or lessons in various numerical
skills.

3) The CSMP program approximately % of the time, as a supplement

to the basic program, which consisted of

.

Second and Third Grade Kesponses

Table 6
Mixed

2nd

nd grade 3rd grade Level
CSMP program during essentially 100% 11 (38%) 2 (15%) 1 (50%)
of the math time
Basically the CSMF program but 18 (62%) 11 (85%) 1 (50%)
with supplements
Used CSMP as a supplement to 0 0 0

L7another nath program

Seventy-two percent of the second and third grade teachers who supplemeqt CSMP
stated that they basically use CSMP at least 80% of the time, while the remaining
28% stated they basically use CSMP materials at least 70% of the time.



Perception of 1975-76 Students'
Achievement and Attitudes :

Question: Please indicate the approximate percentage of your students, who are
above average, within the average range, and below average in ability.

Table 7
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Across teachers, the mean percent Across teachers, the mean percent
of students who are: of students who are:

Above Average Average | Below Average Above Average Average Below Average

25% 51% 24% ! 207% 43% 37%

It should be noted, however, that 17% of the 3rd grade teachers felt that over
75% of their classes were made up of '"below average" students.

Question: Please rate student achievement in math for CSMP students as generally
compared to other math curriculums you have taught. For each category

of student below (above averag., within average range, below average),
give a rating of:

1  (much worse)

2 (worse)

3 (about the same)

4  (better)

5 (much better)

Table 8
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
f f
Above Average| Average iBelow Average' Above Average | Average |[Below Average
. - — ..,,._T______ . L4 e e i e T
Much Worse 0 0 1(4%) 0 0 0
Worse 0 0 2(8%) 0 0 2(15%)
About the 5(21%) 9(36%) 10 (40%) ! 3(307)- 3(25%) 5(38%)
Same
Better 6(24%) 12(487%) 8(32%) | 3(30% 4(33%) 4(31%)
[ Much Better l 13(54%) | 4(16%) x 4H(16%) ji 4 (407 15(422) 2(15%)

Over half the teachers felt that their above average and average students did
"better" or "much better" with CSMP than they would have with another program. In
regard to below average students, the majority of the teachers felt thev did "the
same' or '"better' with CSMP.

{ s




Question:

Please rate student attitude towards ith for CSMP students as

generally compared to other math curriculums you have taught.

Table 9
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Above Average| Average} Below Averagef Above Average| Average| Below Average
Much Worse 0 0 0 0 0 0
Worse 0 0 1(03%) 0 0 0
About the 2(08%) 5(19%) i 9(35%) 2(20%) 3(25%) 3(23%)
Same
Better 8(33.5%) 12 (46%) 8(31%) 2(20%) 3(25%) 3(23%)
Much Better 14(58.5%) 9(35%) 8(31%) 6(607%) 6(50%) 4(31%)

For all levels of student abilijty, but especially for below average students,
teachers generally rated student attitude with CSMP slightly higher than student
achievement, though both attitude and achievement compared favorably with previous
math curriculums used.

* Questijion: Please indicate the approximate percentage of your students who:
1) work best on their own
2) work best with some guidance
3) work best under close supervision.
Table 10
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Across tenichers, the mean percent Across teachers, the mean percent
of students who: of students who:
work best work best work best work best
work best with some | under close work best with some | under close
on their own| guidance supervision on their own| guidance supervision
287 537 19% 27% 427 317%
)| . A

(It should be noted, however, that 18% of the 3rd grade teachers felt that
between 517% and 75% of their students work best "under close supervision'.




Tables 10 and 11 below describe the responses comparing achievement and
atiitude with CSMP compared to previous curricula according to these types of

students.

Table 11

Achievement in Math: Comparison With
Previous (Non-CSMP) Program

2nd Grade

3rd Grade
work best|work best |work best work best‘work best |work best
on their 'with some :with cloce ' on their 'with some |with close
own ! guidance isupervision ' own lguidance supervision
> — ! — e EU— . . — ‘ - ——— o —
Much Worse 0 ] 0 i 0 ﬁ 0 % 0 0
Worse 0 104%) | 2(102) i 1(08%) | 1) 2(15%)
About the 6(29%) 5(217%) ‘ 8(38%) i 3(23%) 4(31%) 6(467%)
Same | I
Better 5(24%) 11(467%) 8(387%) i‘ 2 (15%) 6 (46%) 4(31%)
Much Better |10(47%) 7(29%) 3(147) h 7(54%) 2(15%) 1(08%)
Table 12 .
Attitude Toward Math: Comparison With -
Previous (Non-CSMP) Program
2nd Grade l 3rd Grade
work best|work best jwork best ‘ -ork best  work best | work best
on their | with some |with close ! on their with some [ with close
own guidance supervision | own guidance supervision
DU SRRt § SRS SR AR JOY . —
Much Worse | O 0 L 1(05%) | 0 0 0
Worse 0 1(04%) 1(05%) | 0 0 0
About the 3(15%) 4(167%) 8(38%) o 3(23%) 4(31%) 5(38%)
Same
Better 4(20%) 10(42%) 6(28%) 0 3(23%) 4(31%)
Much Better |13(65%) 9(38%) 5(247) ‘|10(77Z) L*6(46Z) _ 2(15%)

Since teach
children who work best with some guidance,
attitude in this group is important.
who "work best on their own', or who
or "much better'" with CSMP compared to other math programs.
felt the same in regard to students who

Most of

C.

ers believe that the majority of their classes ive composed of
their perceptions of achievement and

the respondents felt that students

"sork best with some guidance", do "better"

Roughly half of them
"sork best under close supervision."
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In summary, a review of Tables 6-11 reveals that in regard to ability level
and working habits, the compositions of second and third grade classes seem fairly
typical. It should be noted, however, that in comparison with the second grade
classes, the third grade classes have a higher proportion of below average students
and students who work best under close supervision.

In reviewing the responses, four main points should be noted:
1) The pattern of responses is very similar for second and third grade teachers.
2) Student attirude toward math with CSMP is generally rated sllbhtly highet
than student achievement.

. 3) There is the same pattern of responses for questions dealing w1th ability

and work style, witit the highest responses for the better students and
students who work best alone, and the lowest scores for the below average
student and the student who works best under close supervision.

4) In regard to all items, responses were favorable to CSMP. The most neutral
responses were given to the question about the achievement of third grade
students who work best with close supervision.

Question: List the most recent math curriculums used.
The responses, in order of frequelcy were the following:

1) Houghton-Mifflin (15 teachers - 39%)
a) Modern School Mathematics (6 teachers)
b) Structures in Mathematics (1l teacher)
¢) Mathematics for Individual Achievement (2 teachers)
2) Addison-Wesley (8 teachers - 21%)
3) ¢SMP (5 teachers - 137)
4) Scott Foresman (3 teachiers - 8%)
a) Mathematies sround Us (i teacher)
b) Seeing Through Numbers (1 teacher)
¢) Scott [oresman (did not specify title) (1 teacher)
5) Silver Burdett (Modern Arithmetic Through Discovery) (2 teachers)
6) Setrs and Numbers (1 teacher)
7) Two by Two (l teacher)
8) Holt-Rhinehart (1 teacher)
9) ABC (1 teacher)
10) Laidlaw (1l teacher)
11) Teacher did not know title of book (1l teacher)

Iy
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Question: Do you think that it would be helpful tor CSMP to provide addillon%l
means for giving vou a basis for evaluating students' progress? LI
yes, please describe (if you will) what specifically weald be aseful.

Overall, 767% of those responding to this question answered ir the affirmative.
When examined on a separate grade level basis, one finds that 94%Z of the third grade
teachers (17) and 68% of the second grade teachers (21) answered in the affirmative
as did the two teachers of the split second and third grade classes.

Table 13%

Suggestions for Means of
Evaluating Student Progress

Ean Grade | 3rd Grade ‘?pllF :
l : Classes
Tests 18(78%) 4(337%) 0 |
Checklist of minimu: requirements 2(097 20077%) 0 i
Feedback from testing done by 1 (047 1(08%) 0
evaluators ’
Comparisons with standardized 0 3(257) 2(1007%)
tests of basic math facts
No suggestions offered 2(09%)  2(17%) 0

*Percentages based on only the responses made by teachers answering
the above question in the affirmative.

Experience with CSMP and Fvaluation f the Program

Question: Do you have a peer group (i.e. other teachers at your grade level using
CSMP) with whom you meet regularly (formally or informaltly)?

Sixty percent of the third grade teachers and 52% of the second grade
teachers stated that they do have such a peer group in their school.

In responding to the question: "In what ways is this helpful?", two
factors were most often listed. Seventy-tive percent of the respon=
dents (18 teachers) stated that this peer group provided what might be
called a sharing and comparing function, while 207% (5 teachers) volun-
teered that the group provided help with ideas and different tcaching
methods. (Since second and third grade responses were similar, results
were combined.) One teacher felt that this peer group was no help at all,
adding that it is "discouraging." Eight teachers offered suggestions for
making such a peer group more helpful., TFive teachers felt the group
should meet more often. Other suggestions werce: "Set-up guidelines for
evaluating one's own teaching successes within a strand' (1l response);
"more training"” (1 response); and "set-up a designated time lto meet with
coordinator" (! response).

Q i
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Question: Please suggest any revisions you wouid like to see made in any of the
following:
a) Uverall layout of teacher's guide (overview, schedule, division
into strands).
b) The way the lessons are presented in the guide.
¢) Other (workbooks, demonstration materials, workbooks, etc.)

A total of 45 teachers responded to this question. Because responses for
a, b and ¢ tended to overlap, they were grouped together. The most frequently
mentioned suggestions were related to one of four main issues:

(23 teachers) - Revise daily lesson chart and organization of
teaclier's manual.

(14 teachers) - Make materials more durable.

(9 teachers) =~ Revise schedule (only one lesson per day,
less material in each lesson, etc.)

(8 teachers) - List materials to be used in lesson in one
central place (at the beginning of cach lesson).

Other suggestions, made by at least two teachers, were the following:
Teacher's guide in need of more detail.

Suggest more ) exercises for children to work on

(different types of problems or suggestions listed in
(blank space).

Better organization of children's materials.
Better bound teacher's guide.

More two-star workbooks needed (or workbooks geared to each
chiild's level of proficiency).

Material too difficult for children.

Give a clearer indication of where one might stop working
on a given skill in a strand.

Workbooks should be marked as to which pages should be checked. o

Outline objectives for each icssol,

The responses to the above question are listed in full in Appendix 11I.

19 o
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Question: Compared to the previous mathematics programs you have used,. how does
CSMP compare on the following items:

Figure 1
Second and Third Grade Responses*:

More at first but More at first and

about the sane continues to be
About the after a year's after a year's
. Less Same experience sxperience
*%], Time required for daily n
preparation is 0 n D | l-l D
(] 7 4 15 9 . 10 4
(221)(24%) (472)(53%) (311) (24%)
Far A Little About the A Little Far
2. Student interest and . Less Less Same Hore More
involvement with ﬂ n H
CSMP is 0 | a f'l
00 2 1 3 0 9 7 17 9
(61)(6%) (10%) @9x)(41%)  (552)(53%)
Far A Little About the A Little Far
3. Students' overall achieve- Less Less Same Hore 'Mcre

ment of the 1 math .
lk.i].l: wnd c:.n::ptl is 0 M M n l—l M I—I r n [_]

2 0 3 3 5 2 11 9 10 3
(6X) {10x)(18%) (16%) (12%) (35%)(53%) (322)(18%)

Far A Little About the A Little Far
4. Students' abilfity to do Less Less Same More More
logical reasoning with : , n
caeP is 0 i - A | [
o 1 2 0 4 3 8 6 14 °6
(6) (%) (1a%)(19%)  (29x)(38%)  (s0x) (38%)

*The first entry in heavier print, is for responses of second grade teachers;
the second entry, is for responses of third grade teachers.

**The height of the bars is preportional to the percent of the teachers
choosing each alternative.

O ‘ Z ‘\3
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Par A Little it the A Little . Par

Less Less Same Mor More
5. Studeats' facility in golving

word problems with CSMP is 0 D [—l M j} D n n ﬂ
6

01 8 1 11 6 T« &4 2
(6%) (28%) (6%) (38x) (35%) (212)(41%)  (14x){12%)
Far A Little About the A Little Far

Less Less Same rote Hore
6. Overall quality of CSMP is 0 ﬂ iml i ﬂ ﬂ ﬂ

2 1 13 7 12 7
(7%) (6%) (48%)(47%) (44X)(47%)

Far- A Little About the A Little Far

) ) Less Less Moxe °  Mors
7. The appropriateness of CSMP

Same
for low ability students is 0 l—l 1 n ﬂ n [_L n ﬂ n M

& 3 6 3 9 3 s 6 & 2
(xaz)(131)}(z1x)(191) (32%) (19%) (18%) (38%) (16%) (13%)

Figure 1 above may be summarized in four points:

1) Time preparation. Approximately half of the teachers felt that CSMP requires
more preparation time at first but about the same after a year's experience.
The remaining teachers' choices were dividéd between the responses 'the same
preparation time" and "more at first and continues to be after a year's

expericence.  (Question #1)-
2) (CSMP compared favorably with previously used math curricula in the following
areas: '

a) student interest and involvement (Question #2)
b) students’ overall achievement of the usual math skills and concepts. (Question .
c) overall quality of CSMP (Question #6)
d) students' ability to do logical reasoning (Question #4)
3) HResponses tended to be more neutral when comparing CSMP with previously used math
curricula.in the fcllowing areas:
a) students' facility in solving word problems (Question #5)
b) appropriateness cf CSMP for low sbility students (*uestion #7)
4) A comparison of second and third grade responses reveals three questions which
elicited more favorable-to-CSMP responses from third grade teachers:
a) appropriateness of CSMP for low ability students (Question #7)
b) students' facility in solving word problems with CSMP (Question #5)
¢) student interest and involvement with CSMP (Question #2)

Five of the above quistions have becen asked in previous questionnaires, and it
is interesting to note differences (or the lack therdof) in teachers' views of CSMP.
Data from previous questionnaires have been based largely on responses from
kindergarten and first grade teachers while data from this year is based on second
and third grade teachers. Thus, the foliowing tables will reflect differences as
a function of grade level.

Q : 21
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Time required

Table 14

for daily preparation is:

15

73-74 } 74-75 74-75 75-76 75-76
(k-1) | (K~-1) (2) (2) (3)
less 7% 11% 147 0 0
about the same 18% 30% 19% 22% 247
more now but would be about the
same after a year's experience 65% 497 67% 477% 53%
more and would continue to be
after a year's experience 7% 11% 0 31% 247
Table 15

Student interest and involvement with CSMP is

73-76 | 74-75 || 74-75 | 75-76 || 75-76 |

(K-1) (K-1) (2) 2y i
far less 0 0 0 0 O
a little less 0 17 0 67 67
about the same 107 6% 5% 10% 0
a little more 17% 247 27% 297 417
far more 73% 697 687 55% 53%

Table 16
Students' overall achievement of the usual
math skills and concepts with CSMP is:

73-74 74-75 74-75 75-76 75-76

(k-1) (K-1) (2) (2) (3)
far less 0 1% 0 6% 0
less 0 3% 0 107% 18%
about the same 3% 97 107 167 12%
a litcle more 357 377 18% 35% 537
far more : 627% 507% 52% 32% 18%




Tabie 17

Overall qualitv of CsMP is

| 376 | 7a-75 || 78-75 | 75-76 || 75-76
ey b een e T e
: much lower T' 0 ] 17 ? 0 0 0
| slightly lower | 0 | 3 ﬂ 0 0 0

about the same t 0 6% ﬁ 0 77 6%
slightly higher ; 487 307 ” 297 487 47%
| much higher | 323 e0% 1 71 | aax 47 i
labie 18
. Appropriateness’ for low ability students

| 7374 | 74-75 [ 74-75 | 75-76 75-76

1 (K-1) (K-1) (2) (2) (3)

% far less L4 205, 187 14, 132

' Jess 16% 21% 12% | 21% 19%

about the same x 367 232 |t 177 327 197

| a little more i 40% | 25% Y | 187 38%

far more -__h; 4% 117 35% 167 | 13%
) i
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Seven second grade teachers and four third grade teachers answered the same
questions in both the '74-'75 questionnaire and the '75-'76 questionnaire. In
order to examine differences over time and experience with CSMP, their responses
to the following questions were compared:

student interest

overall achievement

overall quality

appropriateness for low ability students

Roughly half of the second grade teachers did not change their responses
from the past year, while roughly half loweved their responses by one measurement
unit (where measurement units = far less, less, abour the same, a little more,
far more).

Question: "What is your opinion of the spiral approach as used in csMp?”

Forty-seven teachers responded to this question. Respouses were judged to fall
within three categories: positive, mixed, and negative. Two teachers did not attend
to the questicn being asked. Responses are depicted in Table 19 below. The
responses are given in full in Appendix 1II.

, Table 19

Opinion of Spiral Approach

2nd Crade '*.Eﬁi;E_Crade Mixe.l
-
; Positive 19(61%) 9(69%)
| Mixed 7(23%) 2(15.5%) 1
Negative S(1€%) 2(15.57) |
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Question: CSMP is designed with a pérticular style

of classroom management in mind.
a) Would you prefer there to be:

more individual work

more total class work

same proportions as now.
more student initiated time
less student initiated time
gsame as 1is the case now.

b) Would you prefer there to be:

cooo oo

Responses to the above questions are summarized in Table 21 below.

Table 20

Classroom management preferences

2nd Grade

3rd Grade Mixed
; -
more individual work 6(19%) 40227 0
mote total class work 2(097%) ! 21117%) 1
same proportions as now 27072%) ‘ 17(67%) 1
more student initiated time 9(29%) 4(22%)
less student initiated time 1(03%) 1(06%)
same as is the case now 21(68%) 12(72%)

A review of these responses indicates that roughly two-thirds of the teachers
are happy with the style of classroom management proposed by CSMP. Of the remain-
ing one-third of the teachers, the majority would favor more individual work and
more student initiated time.

Question: In an effort to determine teachers' perceptions of valuable qualities in
a CSMP teacher, respondents were asked to choose four (out of a list of
twelve) characteristics they believed to be the most valuable in a

CSMP teacher. In descending order of frequency, the characteristics
chosen were:

(1) ability to give clear explanations (30 responses)
(2) skill in classroom questioning techniques (29 responses)
(3) interest in mathematics (26 responses)
(4) self-confidence (20 responses)
(5) skill in planning class lessons and prescribing individual
work (17 responses)
(6) ability to work well with individual students (17 responses)
(7) ability to deal well with student ideas (16 responses)
(8) initiative (16 responses)
(1) imagination/active fantasy life (11 responses)
(10) ringmastership: abiliity to keep many separate ac:ivities going
at once (9 responses)
(11) showmanship (5 responses)
(12) strong math background (4 responses)

N




Question: In a paragraph or two please give your overall evaluation of CSMP,
‘ based on your experience with it this past Yyear.

There were no differences of consequence between second and third grade teachers'
responses. To facilitate wase of presenting the data, the responses were combined.
Out of a total of 52 responses, 47 were judged to be positive and 4 negative. One
teacher did not attend to the question asked. f the 47 responses judged to be
positive, 30 (64%) were uncualified positive statements while the remaining 17
were qualified positive evaluations. Of these 17, five responses dealt with the
problem of the slow learner in CSMP. Overall, 90% of the evaluations were judged
to be positive. The responses are given in full in Appendix IV.
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§ummarx

One hundred fourteen questionnaires were distribuced to CSMP teachers at the
second and third grade levels. Fifty-fouv percen: did not troturn the questionnaires,
and the findings reported herein are therefore based on 46% of the teacher sample.
For the purpose of summarizing the data, second and third grade teacher responses
are combined.

1) Ioplementation of program -

a) Three-quarters of the teachers supplemented the program with Non-CSMP
material such as commercial werksheets, a figure comparable to that
from previous questionnaires in lower grade levels (page 6).

b) Compared to the recommendations in the CSMP guide, at least half the
teachers indicated they spent more time on numerical algorithms and
numerical relations and less time on geometry and on probability,
statistics and combinatorics (page 5).

c) Fifty-six percent of the teachers reported that new students were
successful in catching-up with thke rest of the class. Thirty-six
percent of the respondents indicated that some new students were
successful in catching-up while others were not. Reasons given
most frequently for failure to catch up were:

i) student came late in the year; and
ii) student was slow (page 3).

2) Teachers' perceptions of student achievement -~ .

a) In reference to the average and above average students, over half the
teachers felt that they did "better" or "much better" in math with
CSMP than they would have with another program. In reference to the
below average students, almost half (48%) of the teachers felt that
they performed "better' with CSMP, while 13% felt that below average
students did "worse" or "much worse" with CSMP in comparison with other
math programs (page 7).

b) In reference to students who '"work best alone" or "work best with some
guidance", over half the teachers felt they did "better" or "much better"
with CSMP than they would have with previously used math programs. When
asked about the students who "work best with close supervision'", almost
half (47%) indicated they did "better" or "much better" with CSMP, though
about as many (41%) felt they did "about the same" (page 9).

3} Teachers' perceptions of student attitudes toward math -

a) In reference to their average and above average students, over 75% felt
they had "better" or "much better" attitudes toward math with CSMP than
with other math programs. When askrd their perceptions of the below
average students, over half (60%) indicated their attitudes toward m. ‘h
were 'better" or "much better" with CSMP. Only 3% of the teachers inoi-
cated that student attitudes were "worse'" with CSMP, and these were in
reference to below average students (page 8). .

b) In reference to students who "work best alone" or "work best with some
guidance", over 70% of the respondents indicated that they have a
"better"” or "much better" attitude tcward math with CSMP. Only 3% of
the respondents indicated that students who 'work best with some guidance"
have a '"worse" attitude toward math with CSMP. In reference to students
who "work best with close supervision", 50% felt they had "better' or
"much better" attitudes toward math with CSMP. Only 12% felt these
students had 'worse' or 'much worse' attitudes toward math with CSMP
(page 9). '

2
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Evaluation of student's progress -

Seventy-six percent of the respondents indicated they would like CSMP to
provide them with a means of evaluating their students' progress, with
the majority of teachers suggesting that tests be employed for this
purpose {page 11).

Four main suggestions for revisions were made -

a) Revise daily lesson chart and organization of teacher's manual.

b) Make materials more durable.

c) Revise schedule (only one lesson per day, less material in each
lesson, etc.)

d) List materials to be used in lesson in one central place (at the
beginning of each lesson) (page 12).

Comparison with other matn curricula -

CSMP compared favorably wich previously used math currirula on the following
dimensions:

- student interest and involvement

- students' overall achievement of the usual math skills and concepts

- students' ability to do logical reasoning

- overall quality .

There was very little difference between teachers' ratings of CSMP and
previous math programs along the following dirzension:::

- appropriateness of CSMP for low ability students;

- students' facility in solving word problems

When daily preparation time with CSMP was compared with previous math
curricula, almost half of the teachers indicated that CSMP required more
preparation time at first but about the same after a year's experience,
while 29% felt that daily vreparation time continued (or would continue)
to be greater, even after a4 vyear's experience teaching CSMP (pages 13
and 14).

Comparison with previous questionnaires -

a) Second and third grade teachers estimated the need for more daily
preparation time than did their kindergarten and first grade counter-
parts in past years. .

b) Second and third grade teachers' evaluations of students' overail
achievement with CSMP was lower than evaluations previously reported
by kindergarten and first grade teachers, although 69% still rated
overall achievement with CSMP as "a little more" or "far more" than
with previous math programs.

¢) Teachers continued to compare CSMP's overall quality favorably with
other math programs (pages 15 and 16).

Evaluation of the spiral approach - _

When asked to respond in a free response style to the question: "What is
your opinion of the spiral approach as used in cSMP?", 58% of the result-
ing responses were judged to be positive, 9% were judged to he negative
and 15% were judged tc be mixed reactions. Two teachers "d not attend
to the question being asked (page 17).




9)

13)
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Preferred style of classroom manage: 2nt -

The majority of teachers were happy with the style of classroom management
proposed by CSMP, though 29% would prefer more student inifiated time (page 18).

Overall Evaluation -

In a free resporse question asking teachers to give their overall evaluation
of CSMP, 907 of the resulting responses were judged to be positive and 8%
were judged to be negativi: (one teacher did not attend to the question
being asked (page 19).



Appendix I

CSMP Questionnaire for Second and Third Grade Teachers
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CSMP Questionnaire for Second & Third Grade Teachers

A. Description of your 1975-76 class

1.

2.

My class is (check one)
D a second grade
. [j a third grade

a.

a mixture of

Approximately how many students who were in your class in Sept. are

no lenger in it now? _ . How many of these students, if
any, were placed in a Non-CSMP class in your school? o
Why?

. Approximacely how many students who are in your class now were not in

it on October 1? . How successful were these students in
catching up with the rest of the class and why?

B. Description of your 1975-76 math curriculum

1

. a. During this last year:

How many times per day did you usually teach math?

What was the total number of minutes on the average?

b. The last time you taught Non-CSMP math at this grade level:

How many times per day did you usually teach math?

what was the total number of minutes on the average?

IGNORE THE NEXT QUESTION IF YOU HAVE (OR WILL HAVE) SENT IN YOUR TEACHER'S
LOG FOR MAY.

2

Considering just the CSMP portion of your math curriculum, describe

your use of the program.

Examples: ''Used lessons 175-308 from the first grade program
and weeks 1-16 of Part I."

"Used weeks 1-16 of Part I and weeks 1-12 of Part LI."

(For Parts I & 11 consider only the numerical strand.)
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3. Compared to the recommendation in the CSMP guide,

how much emphasis did
you put on each of the following topics?

More Same Less

O]
L]
[]
]
n
U

L

O0Oara
OoO00oa

Numerical Algorithms
Numerical Relations
Language of Strings
Language of Arrows
Geometry & Measurement
Probability, Statistics

& Combinatorics

4. Which of the following three best claracterizes ydur'math curriculum?
(check one box and complete the sentence if. need be;
.
- csmp program during essentially 100% of the math time.

[:] Basically the CSMP program, during approximately A
of the math time, but. supplemented with (a) and (b) below:
(a) practice (or drill) in the following numerical skills

and/or the following other math topics

using mainly: (circle)
teacher made material commercial material blackboard work

(b) lessons (or units) in the following numerical skills

and/or the following other math topics -

using mainly: (circle)

teacher developed lessons lessons from a commercial test

[j the CSMP program, approximately _ % of the time, as a supplement
to the basic program, which.consisted of

v

¥

N
AN
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C. Perception of 1975-76 students' achievement and attitudes.
1. Please ratc student achievement in math and student attitude towards

math for CSMP students as generally compared to ozher math curriculums

you have taught. For each category of student below, give a rating of:

(much worse)
(worse)

(cbout the same)
(better)

(much better)

{njsfuwfra -

Also please indicate the approximate percentage of vour students in each
category. ‘

Percent in
Category  Achievement  At:itude

Students with ability level:

]

a) Above average
b) Within average range [ |

c) Below average

]

Students who work best:

-

a) on their own L -

b) with some guidance

c) under close supervision
J p

Rl

Most recent math curriculums used:

2. Do you think that it would be helpful for CSMP to provide additional
means for giving you a basis for evaluafting your students' prugress?

Yes D Mo D

If yes, please describe (if you will) what specifically would be useful

o ' 3 35
ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



27

D. Your own experience with CSMP

1. a. Do you have a peer group (i.e. other teachers at your grade level using
CSMP) with whom you meet regularly (formally or informally)?

b. In what ways is this helpful?

c¢. In what ways could this be more helpful?

2. Please suggest any revisions you would like to see made in any of the
following:

a) Overall layout of teachers' guide (overview, schedule, division into
strands)’

b) The way the lessons are presented in the guide

c) Other (worksheets, demonstration materials, workbooks, etc.)




- 28

3. Compared to previous mathematics programs vou have used, how does CSMP
compare on the following items:

a) Time required for daily preparation is

(less) (about the same) (more at first but about (more at first and contirues -
the same afrer a year's to be after a year's experience)
experience)

b) Student interest and involvement with CSMP is-

(far less) (a little less) (about the same) (a little more) (far more)

¢) Students' overall achievement of the usual math skills and concepts
with CSMP is

(far less) (a little less) (about the same) (a little more) (far more;

¢, studeats' ability to do logical reasoning with (SMP s

(far less) (a little lesa) (about the same) (a little more) (far more)

¢) Students' facility 1n sovlving word problems with CSMP is

(far lese) (a little less) (about the same) (a little mors) (far more)

L) Overall quality of CSMP is
(much lower) {slightly lower) (about the same) (slightly higher) (zuch higher)

g) The appropriateness of CSMP for low ability students is

(much lover) (slightly lower) ,(about the same) (slightly higher) (much higher)

4. CSMP is designed to be a curriculum using the spiral apprcach tc rteaching
and learning. What is your opinion of this approach as used in rIMp?

S. CSMP is designed with a particular style of classroom management in mind.
a. Would vou prefer there to be: E] more‘individual work
[] more total class work
E] same proportions as now
b. Would you prefer there to be: [:]morc student iniciated tiwme
E] less student initiated time

E] same as is the case now

ERIC 5
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6. Check the 4 characteristics most valuable 1 CSMP teacher.

strong math bac'.ground
imagination/active fantasy life
showmanship

ringmastership: ability to keep many separate activities
going at once

skill in classroom questioning techniques
ability to work well with individual students

skill in planning class lessons and prescribing
individual work

iniﬁiative
interest in mathematics

} ability to deal well with student ideas
ability to give clear explanations

self-confidence

7. In a paragraph or twc please give your overall evaluation of CSMP, based
on your experience with it this past year.

3 b Name

6 School System

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Appendix II

Responses to Question D2

"Please suggest any revisions you would like to see made in any

of the following:

a) Overall layout of teachers' guide (overview, schedule, division
into strands)

b) The way.the lessons are presented in the guide

¢) Other (worksheets, demonstration materials, workbooks, etc.)"

In this Appendix, for each respondent space has been allowed
for responses to each of the three parts to tnis question (a, b or
c). A dash (--) indicates no response was given to that particular
part. Pespondents are separated by a dotted line ( . . . . DI
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Appendix II

"Did not care for teacher's guide this year - too little on a page, therefore had
to be constantly turning pages in a lesson - also, would have been more helpful if
materials needed and worksheet numbers were listed with the lessoa plans."

"None (however, did prefer the old 2nd grade workbooks to the newer ones)."

"I like the second grade math manuals. It would be nice to have a better daily
lesson chart to follow for next year."

"Better stress on one lesson per day. (However, I'm aware I don't need to follow
the schedule.) Have one lesson a week be a game with no worksheets (Day would be
varied.). This would create interest and less boredom."

"put materials needed befcre presenting lesson (read this in a newsletter from
otker CSMP teacher). Put answer worksheets in one pile at rear of each book.
Would be much easier to find!"

"Have more workbooks, but shorten them by 3 pages. Marbie shakers are flimsy and
hard for children to observe marble colors - perhaps have marbles fall out. Have
more 2 star worksheets - some children find 3 stars much too frustrating and the

1 stars don't offer any motivation. More 2 stars would challenge the average and
slower children gradually."

"More days with only ore lesson per day. Come concepts are too difficult to squeeze
two into one lesson."

"I 1like to have the guide book for directive as it was outlined last year. Too
many guides and areas to thumb through."

"'A few need more detail."
"Workbooks should be marked as to which pages to be checked as they were before.

I really felt lost this year as to what they were expected to be able to do this
year."




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"I had no problems with the overall layout. - However, adequate direction seemed
lacking since the writers of this curriculum had their own ideas of how much
material they vanted covered from each strand. - Sometimes I felt a little uneasy
and wondered if I had adequately presented the ,llesson."

"I liked it much better when each child was given a workbook geared to his or her
proficiency instead of each child given the same workbook and presented with a
second when the first is completed. Some of my students tended to copy other
students’ answers and I don't think that individual differences were allowed for
as they were when utilizing the workbooks provided during 1974-75." oA
.
3 L
"Please return to a combination of the old teacher's guide and new - that new

guide is the worst I have ever seen. You have to turn to 3 areas to find the
information for any one lesson."

"Have a clearer indication of where one might stop working on a given skill in a
strand."

"The first grade guide spells it out much more cleatrly - looking at the schedule -
then finding it in the two guides then forming a lesson plan - too time consuming.
If I didn't finish up with Gr. I before starting - not enough work."

"It is hard tc tell where one starts and another begins. With fast groups not
enough work."

"More plans for children to copy problems - putting numbers down in right position
for adding -~ more word problems to apply skills."

"More clarification of materials to be used."

"Better organizations of children's materials to save time in lesson planning."

3
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"I would like more practice on my skills introduced - 1 mean a return sooner to
a new skill such as when (N3.3) carrying was taught it was not returned to for

some time. The same with (N51 and N52) subtraction. Return is too belated. I
felt more subtraction was needed."

"Good except I found one that was not explicit enough - P1.8. I fouad children
going to where spinner stopped, despite 2 practice games."

"Help is needed at beginning of semester to get these in order. Aides helped’
but got last ones on top despite directions to put #! on top."

"Lesson material given on Monday schedule. (Only one lesson - confusing to do 2
different lessons for slower children.) Guides - materials made out of stronger
materials. Mine are in a torn conditibn."

"The lessons are presented very well in the guide and very helpful to teachers
new to tne program.'

"1. More worksheets on starred one and two levels.
2. More workbooks on starred two level."

"I much prefer the new schedule. Could the guides be changed to the W.B. size?
Include more on measurement to develop metric system.

"I would like each day's lessons to be presented in sequence by days. It is
inconvenient to shuffle through all 6 books to find the proper lesson."

"Be sure the holes punched in the marble shakers are not too big."

"1) Objectives outlined for each lessen.
2) Key points to introduce or reinforce in each lesson.
3) Mastery level skills expected by end of grade tuo."

"1) Combine table of contents and materials needed page.

2) Insert outlining objective of lesson and whether introductory or rein-
forcing lesson and if it can be used as a checkpoint for mastery."

"Excellent supportive mat-rials."

. . . .

"The probability lessons are difficult because the arrows do not turn readily and
invariably tear the paper. I would prefer a board of heavy cardboard that perhaps
would be interchangeable."

"I like the layout in the second and third grade revised editions."
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"I would like to see more lessons on story proble:

"I think more use should be made of the workbooks at regular intervals.":

"Make it like the first grade - all one size - make each lesson tell how long it
will tzke and exactly what you need at the top of that lesson."

"Lessons are difficult to find -~ if each lesson was a completely self contained
unit with worksheets, etc. all together it would be more convenient."

"Make demonstration M1n1computer checkers stronger. Put race track games, etc.
on separate boards."

"List of what worksheet accompanies each daily lesson."

"More addition and subtraction facts in each workbook for drill."

"I like the layout this year. It is 100% improvement over last year's plan. I
like the division of strands and the spiral effect that it has on students'
conceptualization of mathematics."

"There are times when I find that a lesson may be too long or adversley - too
short and simple - but, in general, lessons are well put together. Most frequently
I do not get 2 lessons (as suggested in plan) into one day's session.”

"Indeed - 1 cannot get through the volume of corrections easily. There are far too
many workbooks (tco many individually corrected pages and workbooks for the average
teacher in self-contained classroom) to wade through unassisted! My only evaluation

of the student is by correcting each page myself. We do not exchange and correct
other student's work."

"Better bound teacher guide - day-to-day lessons in numbered sequence rather than
in a number of hooks - worksheets (answer sheets) included after each lesson plan."

=
po—

ERIC
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"] liked the new teacher's manual once I got used to the new layout. I particu-
larly like the schedule for each week." \

"Fair."

"I would like to see the workbooks fastened together. (The kids kept getting the
pages out of order.)"

- . . . - - . . - . . . . . .

"This is too confusing! It would be much easier if it were arranged in the order
that it was going to be used. For example; day 1 (directions fer lesson); day 2
(directions for lesson), etc."

"There iz too much material that is too hard. Second grade children u:ually have
not covered all of the first grade material. They are given too much too soon."

"Division into strands less on @ specific day layout and used as a block."

"To have an overall evaluation every six weeks, and one at the end of the program.”

"More follow-up worksheets for each lesson."

"7 did not like the teacher's guide because I could not £ind anything in ic.
It should be more organized (page numbers, etc.).'

"The lessons are good and it tells the teacher what to say. The teacher can use
this plus bring in her own materials and thoughts."

"Most of the worksheets were good and I really enjoyed the workbook series.
. Especially the Review Series."

"Complately revised and bound - listing what worksheets go with what lessons."

"They should be more in sequence, or at least indexed in sequence, so you won't have
to search through a different book every day."

"The Minicomputers should be a bit more substantial.”

\‘1 . . . 0 - 0 . . . . . . ’ . . . .

44
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"The first grade guide is much simpler to find lessons. I spend a great deal of
time trying to locate lessons.' : [

"Sometimes the explanations are vague especially some of the games."

"There are too many materials to stow and keep up with. Much of the material is
flimsy and easily destroyed through use."

"I-like the new schedule better than the first schedule we received this year. The
manual is difficult to follow. You must jump around too much. I have put page
numbers on my schedule to make it easier."

"Some lesscns are far too long."

"Schedule."”

"More algorithms worksheets."

"I have enjoyed teaching this entire program. The only suggestion or change would
be to put the guides in a looseleaf notebook. I wore out the clips taking the
books apart. I couldn't find a notebook that fit the holes."

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., .

"I feel that the teacher's guides in Gr. 3 were extremely complicated. It could be
much better organized, though I realize it was a pilot program this year."

"Some are too long - scme too short. Should be sufficient tn fill a 20 min. lesson."

"I enjoyed the workbooks and worksheets. I believe the children did also."

"I would prefer one manual - designed such as the first grade guide. It would be
better scheduled to extend to 30 weeks with more emphasis on difficult strings
(relations)."

"I would like explanations and exampies in teacher's guide neparated to shew
exactly what explanation goes with each worksheet - not one general explanation
to be followed with several worksheets."

"Minicomputer checkers are not durable (teacher's or children's)."

. . . . . . . - . . . .

4k
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"I would like to work longer in one strand than just one day at a time."
"I like the first grade lesson guides much better than the second grade guides."

"Great! It 1is so nice to have all the materials provided and right at your

fingertips for use!"

"Contents materials etc. listed in one place."

"The teacher's manuals aren't too substantial."”
"Little difficult to follow until I was used to it."

"We need something that substitute teachers can use that have had no training
in csMP."

"I am not a mathematician, therefore objectives accompanylng each lesson would help.
I liked the layout of the old manual better, but I have gotten used to this one so
I can live with it."

"I would like more suggestions for mental arithmetic sessions.'

"0. K "

"Iike to have what materials will be needed for the lesson at the first."
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"The time allotment is sometimes impossible to meet. This problem throws the
entire schedule behind. I worry about those lessons not reached."

"Lessons should be put in order, easier to find, and in a hard bound cover. We lost
lessons before we got to them. Some important skills are left out."

"lLessons and materials to be used are not explained in enough detail in some
lessons."

"Too much material to keep up with. Some materials do not withstand use very well."

"-Bound copies of guide - at least more sturdy guides.
-Easier to read schedules.
-Page numbers listed in schedules."

"The guide is hard to follow. I wish the answer keys were either with each lesson
or in a separate volume. It's hard to keep flipping back and forth."

"Worksheets made into booklets or some type folder to keep the sheets that you work
on over several weeks time. More substantial marble shakers, and demonstration
Minicomputer checkers (my colorea paper peeled off so all mine are white)."

’ . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"I would like for the teacher's guides to follow a sequential pattern along with
the suggested schedule and group all materials together in that order."

"I would 1li: to see more introductory materials, especially for those children on
the lower level and a teacher knowing the ability of her students can prescribe
for her class the amount needed."

“"I've made various suggestions in the mornthly evaluations.'

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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"More compact and better organized. It 1is very large and clumsy."

"They are difficult to find. What about page numbers and a table of contents?"

"Arrive in no organized form. It takes a week to get them organized! I have

made a chart with each lesson on it (a copy of the one in the guide) and teacher's

needs, children's needs, and play number in the guide, all in different colors with
room in each block to write comments. Perhpas a chart like this would be possible

to duplicate."

A
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Appendix III

Responses tc Question D4

"CSMP is designed to be a curriculum using the spiral approach
to teaching and learning. What is your opinion of this approach
as used in CSMP?"

The responses of second grade teachers are given first; the
responses of third grade teachers begin on page 43.



41

Responses of Second Grade Teachers

"I approve of the spiral approach to teaching and learning if for no other reason
than cultivating and maintaining in.erest when a room has so many ability levels."

"I like {it."

-

"I don't like it because I feel the children get frustrated when they begin something
and just when getting involved are switched to something new. Also the spiral approach
has too great a span between reintroducing it and I found my children forgot an awful
lot and had to repeat the first lessons."

"I feel uncomfortable leaving a concept that is presented, knowing that some children
have not mastered the conceptr."

Lene

e

CSMP has done a very good job in this area. Students are not pressured into learn-
ing something for mastery the first time it is presented but instead are given

numerous opportunities to learn and understand mathematical concepts."

"I like it - however I find it difficult to use with a split first and second grade.
It is difficult to combine skill lessons."

"The more yuu work with the system the more one likes it as the monotony is taken
away. However, it is hard to make children understand - doing it once isn't
leaming it ~ we must come back!"

"Avproach good."

"I think students should have more than a basic understanding of a concept or skill
before going on to ancther."

"I like the spiral approach but would like a return sooner to certaln skills such
as subtraction ard addition with carrying."

"Excellent."
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“The spiral approach to teaching and learning is ateresting to observe. New con-
cepts that seemed very difficult at first gradually become easier and easier and
they met them again in other lessons."

"I like -this approach but would like to see check points within the spiral other
than the major test in May."

"

"The spirals are too widely spaced."

"I like this spiral approach. Once you get used to it, it takes a lot of the frus-
tration out of math for the child."

"Too much to cover especially on Monday."

"If they don't get it at first they have other chances."

"Very good - having repeated many lessons that were formerly very puzzling to some,
we now uaderstand them better.'

"Really enjoyable to teach - such student interest! Love the spiral approach. I
think it is wonderful in the area of student.mastery.'

"Answered nnder D2 - Spiral approach is a 'natural' apprcach to learning."

"I prefer working on a skill until it is mastered - however, 1 do feel this can be
done in a fun way rather than drilling a skill until it's totally dead."

"I like it and it seems to be of great help to the children."

"I think certain things (like basic facts) should get more attention before going
on and on into more involved computations."

"I like it. You don't feel so bound io accomplish everything in one year."

"It was very hard to realize that the spiral would develop in this program. You
worry so much ubout mastery of facts and in the spiral approach you don‘t have
that worry."

41)
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"Seemingly, for our lower students, we feel that we should teach a skill until it
is learned before going to another skiil."

"I'm inclined to keep working if i feel children don't understand. It is very
hard for me to accept the spiral approach to teaching math."

"It was a relief to know that the same material would be covered again for those
who didn't understand the first time."

"I like the.spiral approach. Children get more practice in all areas. They do not
get bored with one topic or cencept."

"I think it was excellent - it was expecially beneficial to the slow learner."

"Fine. Except when spirals - should be a new lesson - not reteach the same lesson."

"Good."

"I like it. The slow students need the repetition but not all at once."

\

"I 1like the spiral approach very much."

. re . . . . . . . . . . .
e

a
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Responses of Third Grade Teachers

"Usually liked very mcuh. Occasionally I would pull a unit and use it wivh a
similar unit instead of waiting."

"I believe it has worked very well as my children have progressed from first through
third grades with C3MP."

.
.

"I think this is the best thing about the program. I think this approach gives the

child time to turn it over in his mind. I have been frustrated after certain lessons,

but when the spiral came back to that lesson, the children had retained more than I
thought."

.

"I didn't like it at first, but it seems to work very weil considering what the
students learn. It's more fun too - they don't get bored."

"We third grade teachers are impressed with the spiral movement - we approve of
picking up time after time."

. ©

"The spiral approach is good for the students who start out in the program and continue
but a child transferring in the program is at a disadvantage, e¢specially the slow
student."

"Fantastic!"

"I need more time with this program - I recily can't decide how I feel about the
spiral approach. I still worry so much that they aren't getting some of the things."

.

"It's hard to let the students go on to 2‘'other subject when they haven't learned the
previous vne. What concerns me is they -‘on't seem to know it after coming in contact
with it several times.'

A
"I like it. It puts less pressure on botn thi, teacher and the student when concepts
are initially introduced and that makes learniug easler."

. . . .

"The approach designed is very goocd. I think the children enjoyed the variety and
this helped to eliminate horedom."

. . . . . . . . . .

"I think it's good."

. . . . .

ce .
;
i
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"It is hard to respond - I always feel like 1 am not sure how much they really learn.'

Responses oj. ‘tcachers of Mixed Classes

"The children, especially at the first, can not remember from one week to the next
what to do. Having a rigid schedule to follow, after we review there is little
time left to do that lesson. They get real exasperated if they don't finish a
lesson but we don't get back to it for another week.'

D




Appendix 1V
Responses to Question D7

"In a paragraph or two please give your overall evaluation of
CSMP, based on your experience with it this past vear."
\

The responses of second grade teachers are given first; the
responses of third grade teachers begin on page 53.

46
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Responses of Second Grade Classes

"There seemed to be more preparation and involvement this year on the part of the
teacnher. This sometimes took away from the teacher enthusiasm, thus losing some
student enthusiasm. Also, I found such varied abilities in math. students that by
mid-year (when the difficulty increased), I found it necessary to supplement and
divide math groups. Those that did not understand 'anything' were impossible to
continue with in a regular group situation. Therefore, more work on the teacher's
part again. I enjoyed last year's math from CSMP mucn more."

"I think CSMP is an excellent program with interesting lessons, a variety of
techniques, and thorough teaching manuals. I especially enjoy the reaction
of the children while workir. on math concepts. They dig in and discover new
ideas; they feel excited and successful; and they build confidence in their
attitudes about themselves without even knowing it."

"Overall I like the program because it deals with such a variety of mathematics
and also has games that the children really enjoy and yet the students are
lezyning. I really like ithe string lessons and worksheets. The kids have a lot
more fun working these prcblems, but they also have a tendency to go fast and
when I return the papers and the kids see all the errors made because of quickness
they become more careful. The major drawback is fihat new students during the year
become frustrated because they don't understané the Minicomputer. Also, slower

students really have a hard time all year and nced more supplementary work and
lessons."

"CSMP is a very good math program, secms to work well for the above average learner.
The slower learner however seems to benefit mor~ from a combination of CSMP and a
traditional program of basic math."

. . . . . . > - . . . . .

"{ enjoy teacning CSMP to the extent that if they were to replace it with our old
math curriculum I would be deeply saddened. This is my second year teaching CSMP
and I'm begirning to feel that I really know the program or the CSMP curriculum.

My students seemed to enjoy the program, especially working with the A-blocks,
translators. MC's and the o:ange and white rod rulers. They simply fell in
love with the storybooks and flash cards.

I have only 2 requests: 1) a teacher's guide developed along the lines of the
1974~75 CSMP second grade teacher's guide; 2) workbooks constructed on more
ability levels similar to the ones used during 1974-75."
"I have been very frustrated! I have had a slow second (13) grade - these kids
were not easily motivated nor did they have much self-confidence when it came

ts exploring on their own.

Also I had an average group of lst graders at the same time (21). About 1/3 of
them were also demarding time - I spent a lot of time going over the same material,
in order to give them confidence.

I would not use it again - given the same situation!'!"

()
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"On the whole it was a good year with much growth in the abi'ity of my students

to understand math cincepts. I am slightly worried where ¢ Jrogram can go in
third grade witu my fast students. The MC was discarded wi: -ase. However,
the knowledge of basic adding and subtraction facts with sl.+ fldren has proven

somewhat lacking.

CSMP has prove: a guod program for me to teach as

In 0. g und a challenge.”
"I feel that the program is good. It held the children'. interest. I do feel
they need more work and activities in learning the basic number facts.

I do not feel I can answer many of these questions with authoritv, many not
applicable as I covered mostly first grade material that had not been completed
in first grade." :

"This has been a most exciting year for me. The youngsters I have been working
with have had CEMREL since kindergarten, I have had them for the past two years.,
The class is enthusiastic about math; they especially enjoy the workbooks. Their
performance on any math test, Stanford, a traditional math test they were given
to compare with youngsters in a traditional program as well as test given by a
math supervisor in CEMREL have been beyond my wildest expectations. They excel
in mental arithmetic.

Parents are very supprrtive of this program."

"I think rhat this is & fantastic way of teaching mathematics. I am against team
teaching because I feel that each teacher should have the satisfaction and pleasure
which I experienced teaching CEMREL this year. My one wish is that I had had some
introducticn before being placed in this situation. Our first grade teacher was
helpful when questioned but I did not know the M.C. was on the base 2 until T
returned to school in September and our new math teacher explained it to m2. After

the workshops began with __ everything was OK. She was tremendous!"

"On the whole, I think that CSMP is, by far, better than other programs I have
used. Every ichild can experience some form of success with the program. I
have found that the program seems to be most beneficial to the average and above
average students. CSMP helps to develop rational thinking much better than most
programs. CSMP espeically provides challenge and room for growth for the above
average student. .

On the other hand, I have found that the below average student has tremendous
difficulty understanding and using the Minicomputcr. It seems to be too abstract.
Similarly, students whe transfer into a CSMP classroom have initial difficulty
adjusting. Average and above average students usually catch up with the class,
while below average students falter experiencing confusion."

"The CSMP has been an interesti-. ..ad rewarding experience in teaching math. The
variety of the program has made it very interesting and exciting to teach. It is
truly a new progressive method of teaching math. The children truly enjoy it and
ask 'What are we doing today?' They love the Prediction Games, I have had a very
positive attitude and have told other teachers who have visited me how much they
will enjoy ic." '
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"I've enjoyed teaching CSMP and have found concepr awareness to be much higher
than expected in other programs. It is an interesting and challenging program
both for students and te:cher. For a first year program, I'm pleased with the
success we've fornd in using it. For the majority of pupils, it has proved
most adequate in building contepts and skills. I do f2el that teaciiing it for
the first time is really tough - it is truly unique and innovative. Because of
my Iinability to understuad the purponsé of some lesson:, 1 had difficulty in
getting them across. But as my confidence strengthened, through continued use
of the program, I became more comfortable wit%i the concepts and methods. It
will be much easier next yzar, I'm sure. I only bope the childrer have received
adequate background this year for level 3's program.

Generally, the program is interesting, resourceful, creative and appropriate for
most students. It is well written, detailed and a pleasure to use.'

"This was my first year working with CSMP materials and methods. It has been,
for the most part, a very successful year in terms of the achievements of my
class. I look forward to continuing with CSMP next year. It shculd be an even.
better year with one year's experience to rely ecn.

The workshop last September to help to prepare us for CSMP was extremely helpful
in explaining things like the Minicomputexr and the Language of Strings and Arrows,
etc. I would never have made it through the year without the prior preparation.
It certainly helped to alleviate some of my fears concerning the program.

The workshop meetings each month were also a great help. It was a relief to sit
down and discuss ideas, questions, and problems with other second grade teachers
and to discover that they were seeing and experiencing some of the same thingsw,
‘T was. The meetings were also helpful in intrcducing new material to us. Th
certainly helped to make a number of difficult things more clear. 3

As the year is drawing to a close I have a few observations about the CSMP experience.

1, Most of the children in my classroom are doing very well in the program. They
seem to understand the 'Why' as well as the 'How to'. They are favther along
than my class was last year at this time, and I feel that they really know what
they are doing.

2. For some chiliiren, however, CSMP was not successful. These include some slr .r
learners &and a child who can only deal with very concrete ideas. I tock a few
children out of the program because I feel that no matter now effective a program
is, it isa't always right tor all children.

3. I feel that the program should include objectives for each lesson. Thqre have
been many time: when I have had no idea why I taught a lesson.

4. The first grade program d=alt with a lnt of fantasy and stories. Unfortunately,
the seccnd grade program does not. I found that many times I made up stories
to explain ideas for the children, they had an easier time in understanding the
concept.

5. New children who have never been exposed to the CSMP program before seem to have
a very difficult time with some aspects of the program - especially the Minicomputer.
There should be an exact specified series of easily available lessons to introduce
new children to the program. I feel that the program doesn't adequacely do this
at the present time.

6. The lessons for the most part originate as teacher directed. Sometimes they
break down into individual activities at levels of difficulty. Sometimes they
are entirely teacher directed. “his makes it very difficult to be teaching
another group in a different program. '

Q . DU
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Aside from these six observations I am very satisfied with the results I have
derived from the CSMP program. It's been an exciting experience which I am
very happy to have participated in." ‘
"I have enjoyed using this CSMP math program. It has helped me to be a better
math teacher. It is easily understood and very well ccnstructed for all types
6f children. It is learning math in a fun way. Once learning becomes fun,
even the slowest child will catch on quickly."

"Key books should be contained in one solid book to prevent loss o. pages.
Better order of torics of materials to be used. (A,B,C order).”

"The children enjoy it because it is different from anything they have had."

""CSMP is the most creative approach to the teaching of math I've ever experici.ced.
I was very nervous at first but the material soon gave me confidence. I have
changed my former dread of math to eager anticipation.

The children love the program. It gives them so much more room to create, to
explore, to learn. No more dull drill, drill, drill. Achievement 1is much
higher and motivation is never a problem.

Keep up the good work!"

"Fantastic! I've really enjoyed my 'rookie' year with CSMP! I have found CSMP
to be a very complete program. It certainly meets individual needs -~ better than
any other program I've used. And, such student enthusiasm -~ they really do love

'math time', especially the workbooks!" _ ..

- .

"My experieace this year has bzen rewarding, interesting and, ever exciting. I
am pleasec with my ability in teaching and I am very gratified with the students'
accomplishments. I find that I enjoy the responses that I get from the children
in every way - they are eager to participate; eager to have math and thoroughly
enjoy the individualization of the work. There never is a feeling of negative
responsiveness - math is NEVER a bore! This is my 2nd year in CMEREL and I am
much more relaxed; I have a better comprehension of the program ard I would not
like to have to revert back to the old 'workbook' method of teaching math. There
is a lot of material, till, that I can become more adept at, but each year will
nake a difference. I am strongly supportive of the CSMP program."

"I have enjoyed working in the program this year. I feel my students have benefitted
a lot."

"The CSMP program is good but I felt that it was poorly organized this year. I
found myself having to look in 3 or 4 different places to find my daily lesson. I
also taught it last year. I felt more success last year than this year.

Most of the material this year was too hard, especially those lessons dealing with
the Minicomputer. Also, much of this program required one to one instruction
which is very difficult with an active group of 25 second graders."

~s
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"T have enjoyed teaching the CSMP program. It is a fresh, 'fun' approach to math.
In fact, for someone who has always said 'ugh!' to math it has been a dellght'"
"At first I was absolutely overwhelmed. 1 felt that I could not possibly do.
After spending 4 days in a workshop and spending hours (of my own 'free' time)
studying the manuals, talking to my 'peer' group and doing a lot of praying I
tackled it. The more I used it the more I liked it. I grew in confidence of
myself because I saw response and progress in my students.

I think it is an interesting approach to math and I'm looking forward to trying

it another year."

"The children have enjoyed this program ard have shown a .reat deal of interest.
Some of the lessons drag and are uninteresting and tco short for the amouat of
classroom time. They have especially enjoyed the stories introducing new skills.

I have no idea how to compare these children. Group 5 had had a good background

in their number combinations so are able to do better but group 7 had a rough time
and some are still not able to use the computer as much as we have worked with it.
Even so, they still seem to enjoy trying."

"This was just my first year of teaching but I really enjoyed teaching the CSMP
math. I do believe this can be a great program if it is started from kindergarten
and used throughout the primary grades. In my situation, this was the first year
of the program and we had to do a lot of review before we could even start into the
program. The program (2nd grade) started off assuming the students had a background
in CSMP.

I am glad we are using the program again. Now I know enough about the program to
improve my teaching." ‘

"For lower groups, who lack a good mathematics background, we feel that math program
should be used during the second semester. This gives us time to instruct, drill,
and master basic facts.”

"My overall opinion of CSMP math is favorable. The children are interested and that
makes it easier for me to teach. The students never grumble about having to do math.

I think it will be easier next year because I will be familiar with it."

"It was with doubt that I approached the CSMP program. After the workshop last
summer it seemed doubtful that I would ever understand the program, much less explain
it to my class. So it was a very pleasant surprise when my.children responded with
such enthusiasm to math and seemed to comprehend far more than I expected. As I

have not taught before at all it is difficult for me to compare the program to any
other, but I was pleased with the responee of my class

"This is the second year I have taught the CSMP. 1 like it very well. 1 liked the
manual much better last year than this year. It was much easier to follow.

The children enjoy math and really become involved. Even the slower children are
able to succeed in some areas."

"My students and I loved the program - they were always ready for math. My biggest
praise is for the skills and concepts that were developed in the below average
students (both in the first grade program andéfgfond grade). These children dis-
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played far more math ability than children in the traditional programs in previous
years."
"CSMP worked well with the low group. We didn't travel as fast but they enjoyed

it. It's much better than what we had and test sccres from first grade proves it."

"I like the program. Some children had difficulty understanding as in all programs.
It gives the child that does understand a wider range. I found that drill work was
necessary for learning basic facts and developing counting."

"I feel that CSMP is the best overall math program that I have ever used. If I

am ever forced to not teach CSMP, I am sure that I will use several of the teaching
methods that I have learned from teaching the program."

. - . . . . 03 - . - . . . . . . . . . . .
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Responses of Third Grade Teachers

"(SMP was very valuable to my classroom. 7They had many experiences and learned many
math concepts."

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"I have really enjoyed teaching the program. The children enjoy math so much more.
The only things I object to are: the logs which never fit the 3rd grade lessons."

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"I have enjoyed teaching the 3rd grade CSMP program this year. It is a definite
stimulus to the bright and average children. It is a joy to see them 'in operation'.
Hopefully the slower children have profited also. However, I do worry about them,
and I tend to go back to traditional methods in working with them."

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"I l1iked CSMP mainly because of the variety it gave children, although there were
times I felt that a lesson should 'have been continued soonex than the CSMP strands
allowed (i.e. carrying, torrowing)."

. . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"{ felt that this is the best math program that I've taught. It has been a challenge
to the average and above average student and some beneficial help to the under
achiever. I believe that it would be hard for me to go back to our standard 'new'
math."

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"It is by far the best math program I have ever taught. It is interesting in that
every day is different and you never know what the student's reaction will be. I
have learned a lot just by teaching the program. I am looking forward to next year
since it will be the first year an entire third grade program has been taught. I
think our children are far better off after having had this program."

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"The CSMP program is very appealing to both students and some teachers. You have

to trust the program to do the job - if you as a teacher follow the instructions

of teaching. My students learned many ways of problem solving and thinking strategy.
It challenges a student whatever his achievement level. I really have-enjoyed teaching
and learning myself, for it is a challenge to the teacher.

In my experience, I believe the students were ahead in math with CSMP - and I know
it is more enjoyable."

"For the past two years I have enjoyed teaching CSMP. As a whole each class: has
enjoyed this type of math presentation. It has given them confidence in mathematics.
Used to be too much drill. Now with this program there seems to be more enjoyment

of skills and more interest in math."

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"Overall I like thc¢ program but I feel there needs to be more work the children can
do on their own. In most all cases the material is too teacher orientated and there
is not enough reinforcement. The teacher does not have time to work with individual
students."

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

"I worry about those in lower ability levels achieving. CSMP does seem to help these.
I think with more experience I will grow more confident making my success with the
program greater.'

"I was very unsure of the program at first. But the more I work with it, the

better I like it.

I am looking forward to working with a third grade group on grade level next year.
Having such a slow learning group this year seemed to add to my confusion."

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

by
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"We have a third grade group of all slow children. We have 3 out of a class of 35
that secem to fit real well in the program. This program used a lot of thinking and
reasoning skills and these children need visual and concrete ideas. They have
trouble applying what they do know to other situations.

This was the first yvear in this program for these students and it was recommended
they be put in Part T. For a slow group there was oo much background missing."

"I believe that the program itself is exciting and potentially very effective, if

it follows the child through elementary school.

It is designed to develop number concept, while at the same time stressing compu-
tational skills - and those two things are essential ingredients in any math

program. I loved seeing my kids excited about working with big numbers - or
realizing that they reully did know several operations that were previously mysteries!
("tines' for example).

But, 1 believe they were placed in the wrong program initially (2nd grade instead
of entry 3rd) and so had a more difficult time than they should have encountered.”

"The program was very good. I feel that the childrens' interest grew and mastery
was shown in some areas where they were uncertain.

I enjoyed teaching it and after this year's experience with the program I feel that
next year's program will be a great success.'

"I only worked ‘with CSMP six months but I enjoyed it very much. The students enjoyed
working with CSMP and that made it interesting to teach. I'm looking forward to
working with Part II with students that have had Part I."
"I enjoyed teaching it - I thought it was motre interesting to teach, however, I don't
know if I aroused this interest on the part of the children.

My biggest disappointment was that I felt I couldn't really evaluate it as I would
like."
"At the beginning of the year, I felt overwhelmed by the quantity of materials, books,
and lesson plans. As the year progressed, I became more at ease with the program.

I liked the program from the beginning because of the interesting way the strands
were presented. I must confess I have never liked math and I was rather weak in the
field, but CSMP has made math come alive for me.

The students adjusted beautifully to the new program, and I feel they have a much
wider concept of numbers than they would have in any other program. I also feel the
emphasis placed on mental computations and solutions helps provide an excellent
background for other study areas."

o . . . . . . - -



Responses _of Teachers of Mixed Classes ' '

"Our situation is unique in that the chiidren in my 3 math classes are ability
grouped, so the materials do not always {it with their needs. We are short
certain worksheets and over with others.

Generally, it has been a trying year. Of course it is difficult to go intu

something for the first time with little or no experienced persomrel to guide

you. The children enjoyed the program. There are many new teaching techniques

that are fun and different. I do feel that next year will go much better - from my
year of experience plus the children's experience. My main concern and wish is that
the program would reserve more time for the teaching of basic facts, time, money, etc."




